In our recent paper "A simple tool for neuroimaging data sharing," we introduced a system for sharing DICOM data. Addressing anonymization, we mentioned DICOM Supplement 55 1 , the National Cancer Institute deidentification profile, and the default deidentification profile in XNAT's DICOM Browser and noted the disagreement in these various anonymization profiles. While a careful analysis of anonymization (especially as applied to DICOM) was not in the scope of this work, we could also have mentioned further work from the DICOM Standards Committee, specifically Also, in our observation of the current state of DICOM anonymization within the neuroimaging research community, we stated that no consensus could be found. Certainly most solutions in the neuroimaging research community do not follow the DICOM standard, preferring instead to design their own schemes that satisfy different levels of anonymization needed given each specific Institutional Review Board's (IRB) requirements and the nature of the specific data; the result is a lack of consensus in this particular community. This is an unfortunate reality and should not be construed to reflect negatively on the effort and the outcomes of the DICOM working groups, which are consensus solutions from the broader imaging community.
Indeed By integrating all of these considerations regarding anonymization profiles, we hope that the neuroimaging research community will also begin to converge on standardization of this important aspect of data sharing.
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
We thank David Clunie for drawing our attention to the oversight and for details of the DICOM working groups' efforts.
